inspired or treating it as merely an incident of personal warfare, this article analyzes the discussion on slavery, race, and ideology that the event inspired and its aftermath, when Sumner emerged as one of the foremost voices for emancipation and black rights in the national political arena.
Most historians have failed to note sufficiently this public discourse on slavery and race and the efforts of abolitionists and free African Americans in shaping it. The assault became a departure point for contemporaries to explore the meaning and relationship among slavery, race, democracy, and republican government in nineteenth-century America. Observers drew upon analogies from slavery to describe and explain the caning and debated its ramifications for white men's democracy. The issues of slavery and race defined both southern defenders' and northern critics' reading of the event.
Convenient racialist dichotomies of "black slavery" and "white liberty" fell apart. The caning dramatically illustrated, instead, how the question of racial slavery could fracture the world of white republicanism. Like other conflicts over slavery, it helped clarify, to quote W. E. B. Du Bois, that "the true significance of slavery ... lay in the ultimate relation of slaves to democracy."4 The cause of the black slave was inevitably tied to larger questions of representative government in the United States.
Public discussions of the event reveal how the concepts of freedom, democracy, and citizenship were not static but constantly contested.
Commentators, North and South, evoked ideas about race and gender to challenge or police the boundaries of republican citizenship and political participation. For southerners, Brooks's actions were manly and honorable, vindicating not just his family but also his state, section, and slavery. But changing manhood ideals in the North led most northerners to view the caning as a barbaric assault on the very fabric of American democracy. Southern champions of Brooks viewed abolitionists and antislavery radicals such as Sumner as threatening to their political world for insisting that republican ideals were applicable to African Americans and for some, women. They saw themselves as conservative defenders of a pristine white, male political world based on the enslavement of African Americans.
Northerners, including the majority that did not advocate the rights of black people or women, felt that violent proslavery men like Brooks were a threat to the norms of republican government. The discourse about the event thus reinforced and simultaneously redefined the racial and gendered nature of the body politic.5 African Americans, usually excluded from the political arena, played a seminal though often overlooked role in redefining dominant notions of representation, rights, and freedom within this discourse. African Americans viewed the caning as yet another attack on the movement to end slavery and racism in this country. It also crystallized the black critique of racial slavery as an affront to American freedom and republican government. According to most black commentators, the assault on Sumner revealed effectively that black emancipation was essential for the redemption of democratic republicanism in the country. African-American abolitionists sought to redefine the public discourse on democracy in antebellum America by arguing that racial discrimination and slavery were contrary to American notions of natural rights and representative democracy. They challenged contemporary conceptions of citizenship and democracy as being limited to white men and intervened in the public arena by highlighting the dilemma of black Americans in a commonly understood political vocabulary of democratic republicanism.
The antebellum contestation over the contours and content of American democracy, in which black and white abolitionists played a major role, set the stage for the debate on the rights and citizenship of African Americans.
In the long run, abolitionist reaction to this event helped to solidify the strategic alliance among abolitionists, African Americans, and Radical Republicans, such as Sumner. It strengthened Sumner's relationship with his abolitionist and free black constituencies and further radicalized his position on slavery and racial equality. During the Civil War and Reconstruction, he would emerge as one of the most powerful voices for black emancipation and the construction of an interracial democracy in America. Born in Boston on January 6, 1811, Sumner's lifelong championship of African-American rights led some to speculate that his grandmother might have been "partly of Negro or Indian blood." His family was of old Puritan stock but neither wealthy nor prominent. His father, Charles Pinckney Sumner, was a man of antislavery convictions. As the sheriff of Sumner's exposure to radical interracial Garrisonian abolitionism in the 1830s and 1840s was instrumental in shaping his beliefs on slavery and race even though he, unlike Garrison, was committed to national political action against slavery. He was an early subscriber to The Liberator, and though he rejected Garrison's views on disunion and the proslavery nature of the U. S. Constitution, Sumner referred to him as "an angel, that we are entertaining unawares." His admiration for Garrison and long-standing friendship with Phillips made Sumner, in the words of his critical biographer David Donald, not the least bit "embarrassed to associate with the abolitionists." Angered by Sumner's vocal denunciations of slavery, the conservative Brahmins and cotton magnates of Beacon Hill socially ostracized him and denied him a faculty position at Harvard Law School. But while Sumner became persona non grata in Boston's high society, he gained many new friends among abolitionists and the city's small yet politically active free black population. He was seen frequently at J. J. Smith's barbershop, a popular venue for political discussion among black Bostonians, and he developed close personal ties with local black leaders.7
Sumner became deeply involved in the struggle against racial discrimination launched by free African Americans and their abolitionist allies in Massachusetts. In 1845, he refused to lecture before the segregated New Bedford Lyceum, stating that "In the sight of God and of all just institutions the white man can claim no precedence or exclusive privilege from his color." He opposed the state law prohibiting interracial marriage, which was repealed in 1843 after a successful abolitionist campaign, and later advocated the removal of the racially exclusionary parts of the state militia law. In 1849, Sumner represented a young black girl, Sarah Roberts, at the request of her father and African-American leader Benjamin Roberts, in a landmark case against segregation in Boston's public schools. His cocounsel was Robert Morris, the first black lawyer to be admitted to the Massachusetts Bar. Sumner's case rested on the conviction that racial caste was anathema to democracy and that "all men without distinction of race or color are equal before the law." Many of his arguments that separate was inherently unequal and that segregation harmed black and white children were repeated more than a hundred years later in the case of Brown v. Rights movement, noted that Sumner's reasoning had a powerful effect on the state legislature.8
Sumner's advocacy of equal rights for all Americans, regardless of color, was unusual in political antislavery circles. Northern free soilism or sentiment against the extension of slavery was at times tainted with racism.
Free Soilers such as David Wilmot were just as averse to African Americans as they were to the extension of slavery. However, Sumner, a leading figure in the rise of free soil politics, combined a devotion to racial equality with antislavery politics. Like another fellow Whig, Joshua Giddings, and unlike Salmon P. Chase and John P. Hale, Sumner had not joined the abolitionist Liberty Party but had worked against slavery within the existing two-party system in the 1840s. Chase and Hale had long abandoned the Democratic Party because of its increasingly proslavery character. In 1845, Sumner organized a protest meeting of like-minded antislavery or "Conscience Whigs" and abolitionists against the annexation of Texas. His vigorous opposition to the Mexican War and the extension of slavery into the Southwest earned him the enmity of the "Cotton Whigs," the textile factory owners who were dependent on supplies of raw cotton from the South, and their conservative allies in state politics. Sumner condemned the intersectional alliance between "the lords of the loom and the lords of the lash" represented by the Whig party, which dominated Massachusetts' politics. His view that the republic was threatened more by "the corruption of wealth than from mobs" reflected his alienation from the textile interests of his state. He argued that "the money power has joined hands with the slavery power. Selfish, grasping, subtle, tyrannical. Like its ally, it will brook no opposition."
An advocate of independent antislavery politics by the end of the Mexican War, Sumner believed that an antislavery party would act as the 33-39, 42, 125, 133-34, 205-31 ; Dale Baum, The Civil War Party System: The Case of Massachusetts, 1848 -1876 (Chapel Hill, 1984 accused Sumner of encouraging defiance of the law during the attempted rescue of Anthony Burs in Boston. 10 Sumner's first major speech in the Senate, "Freedom National," gave voice to the abolitionist critique of the Fugitive Slave Act and to black determination to resist it at all costs. He always referred to the law as a "bill" because he refused to recognize its legality or constitutionality.
Ironically, he, like other abolitionists, used states rights theory, a staple of proslavery constitutionalism, to challenge the federal fugitive law. But unlike most southern politicians he evoked the Declaration of Independence and the spirit rather than the words of the Constitution to make his case. He argued that the fugitive law was unconstitutional as it denied black people life, liberty, and the due process of law. Furthermore, it added "meanness to violation of the Constitution" by stipulating a "double stipend" for the commissioner who returned a fugitive slave. When his opposition to the fugitive law was called treason against the Constitution, Sumner questioned the right of southern states such as South Carolina to detain "northern colored citizens" under their notorious Negro Seamen laws, which violated the constitutional guarantee of equal protection to citizens of all the states of the Union. According to him, African Americans were United States citizens and entitled to all the protections and rights of citizenship granted in the Constitution. Not surprisingly, the speech elicited an overwhelmingly positive response from abolitionists, even those who condemned the Constitution as a proslavery document. Phillips referred to it as "masterly argument and noble testimony." And Theodore Parker christened him as the "Senator with a conscience." Responding to another one of Sumner's antislavery speeches, Frederick Douglass wrote to him, "All the friends of freedom, in every State, and of every color, may claim you, just now, as their representative. As one of your sable constituents-My dear Sir, I desire to thank you, for your noble speech for freedom, and for your country.... Heaven preserve you and strengthen you."'1 If Sumner's speeches and actions in Congress earned him the praise of abolitionists, they made him extremely unpopular with the defenders of slavery. It is important to take into account the level of vituperation over slavery in Congress before Sumner made his famous Kansas speech.
Sumner's opponents in the Senate blocked his participation on committees, denied him the floor, and heckled when he spoke. It was only after several months that he managed to deliver his "Freedom National" speech. The
Democratic press in Washington had derisively dubbed him the "Impossible Senator." His senatorial critics called him a "puppy,"
"spaniel," (presumably because when asked if he would return a fugitive slave as required by the law, Sumner had responded, "Is thy servant a dog, that he should do such a thing?") "a sneaking sinuous, snake-like poltroon," "serpent," "filthy reptile," "leper," and "miscreant. Ideas about race and conflicts over the issue of racial equality formed an important part of the confrontation between Sumner and his southern detractors, a fact that has been missed by the numerous historians of the caning. In a bizarre rebuttal of Sumner's ideas on racial equality, Butler had asked him to write a play about a "negro princess in search of a husband" and a white man's repulsion to "her white teeth ... black skin and kinky hair." He had gone on to argue that if Sumner "wished to write poetry, he would get a negro to sit for him." Calling Massachusetts an "anti-nigger State," Butler had claimed that more of the state's slaves had been sold Government of God in Antislavery Thought (Ithaca, 1973) Grimke, Charles Sumner, down south rather than freed on emancipation. He had concluded that when Sumner "speaks with so much fervor of the black race as equal of the white, let him recollect that, according to the judgment of history, they were once regarded something like puppies when they were weaned, and their mothers and fathers could be disposed of with a profit." Butler was not above exhibiting coarseness in debate despite his common historical description as a "kindly man of charm and grace" who was insulted unjustifiably by Sumner. Thus, Sumner's unmerciful allusion to the "blunders" and "loose expectoration" that poured forth from Butler's mouth in his Kansas speech were not bolts out of the blue as much of the historiography would have us believe.13 Sumner's Kansas speech then was not completely unusual at a time when charged rhetoric over slavery and race was common. The conflict over the repeal of the Missouri Compromise line and the extension of slavery to Kansas had precipitated a new round of verbal warfare between Sumner and southerners and their northern Democratic allies in Congress.
Sumner along with Chase played a leading role in opposing the Kansas Nebraska Act and in the formation of the Republican Party. In May 1856, he delivered his famous "The Crime Against Kansas" speech. His indictment of slaveholders and proslavery forces in Kansas epitomized abolitionist reasoning and language. He argued that the attempt to introduce slavery to Kansas had subverted republican government and introduced the brutal law of force and violence. In his words, "border sorrows and African wrongs are revived together on American soil, while, for the time being, all protection is annulled, and the whole territory is enslaved." Heartened by the speech's abolitionist tone, a writer in The Liberator praised its "power and grandeur" and Phillips again commended his friend for assailing southern slavery. 14 13 Congressional Globe, 33rd Cong., 1st sess., Appendix 232-40. Also see ibid., 33rd Cong., 3rd sess., 1549-51, 1554-58; Sumner, Works of Charles Sumner, 3:371-413, 545-46; and Moorfield Storey, Charles Sumner (Boston, 1900) , 111-16. The description of Butler is from Gienapp, "The Crime Against Sumner," 220. 14 For Sumner's speech, see Congressional Globe, 34th Cong., 1st sess., Appendix, 529-44 (quotation at 534). For his role in the Kansas affair, see Sumner, Works of Charles Sumner, ibid., [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] Preston Brooks was a young planter politician from the cotton growing district of Edgefield, South Carolina, whose propensity for settling quarrels with violence had already involved him in two duels. Not even his impeccable lineage prevented him from being expelled from South Carolina College, a breeding ground for the state's political elite. In 1844, when serving as the aide-de-camp to the governor of the state, he had been responsible for ensuring the expulsion of Samuel Hoar, the Massachusetts emissary sent to investigate the plight of imprisoned black seamen in South Carolina. When elected to the House of Representatives in 1853, however, he was allied with the relatively moderate national Democrats rather than the unconditional secessionists. Representing a state known for its commitment to secessionist politics, he chafed under criticism for being "too national," and his actions may have been partly motivated by a desire to establish his proslavery credentials.16
In one of his few noteworthy speeches in Congress, ignored by historians, Brooks had reiterated proslavery doctrine that the "African" was incapable of self-government and that slavery "has been the greatest blessing to the country" for it had acted as a conservative check against fanatical movements that would have convulsed the entire nation in a "social explosion." Antebellum proslavery thinkers often portrayed the abolitionist movement as part and parcel of a host of modern "isms,"
including feminism, communitarianism, atheism, and "red republicanism," that would ultimately not only destroy slavery but all private property, government, society, religion, and family. Defenders of racial slavery, according to this view, were also guardians of all allegedly divinely ordained social hierarchies and institutions. While black and white abolitionists appropriated and extended the idea of universal natural rights and revolutionary ideology, proslavery theorists developed a conservative philosophy that celebrated inequality, especially racial inequality. Brooks' s speech illustrated an easy familiarity with the main lines of the antebellum proslavery argument and the ideological stakes involved in the battle over slavery.17
Brooks, however, insisted that he had sought to chastise Sumner only because the latter had insulted South Carolina and Butler, his "aged" relative. Butler was distantly related to Brooks and if personal insult was the only cause of Brooks's actions then he should have challenged Sumner according to the code duello. According to the southern code of honor, a duel could be fought only between equals. Whippings, canings, and other forms of physical chastisement were reserved for social inferiors. Brooks had chosen to beat Sumner precisely as he would a slave or a slave's ally. The lesson that slaveholders wanted to instill was fairly simple: to take up the slave's cause was to suffer like a slave, to have no honor, to be condemned to a "social death," and to be virtually outside the rule of law. your blows has now qualified him for the closest companionship with a degraded class." Sumner had been "personally branded, morally disgraced and politically exposed" according to the Charleston Mercury. Brooks's eulogist in the Southern Quarterly Review later explained, "His design was not to kill, but to degrade. It is a foul slander to attribute to him any other motive." Physical punishment, according to one Georgia representative, was the "witness, and not the cause of... [Sumner's] degradation." Butler also defended Brooks's assault by noting that he had not meant to kill Sumner as was being charged in the North. Brooks only wanted "to whip"
Sumner.18
The many instances of vigilante violence against suspected abolitionists in the Old South scarcely bears repeating. Southern politicians and state governments had also demanded draconian punishments for northern abolitionists and put a price on the head of the more prominent antislavery leaders. Clearly, Brooks was more than aware that Sumner was a symbol of abolitionism in Congress. As he wrote after the attack, "Every Southern man is delighted and the Abolitionists are like a hive of disturbed bees.... (Cambridge, MA, 1982) . Most prominent southerners approved of the way Brooks had beaten Sumner like a slave or an apprehended abolitionist. In the words of the Richmond Enquirer' s much-reprinted editorial, "Our approbation is entire and unreserved. We consider the act good in conception, better in execution, and best of all in consequence. These vulgar Abolitionists in the Senate are getting above themselves. They have been humored until they forgot their position. They have grown saucy, and dare to be impudent to gentlemen.... They must be lashed into submission." The paper went on to recommend the usually prescribed punishment for recalcitrant slaves, "nine-and-thirty lashes early every morning" for Sumner and Hale.
Massachusetts' second senator, Henry Wilson, the editorial claimed, was "absolutely dying for a beating." It asked other southern "gentlemen" to follow Brooks's example so that "a curb may be imposed on the truculence and audacity of Abolitionist speakers." According to the Enquirer, "Sumner and Sumner's friends must be punished and silenced." Repeating the central tenet of conservative proslavery thought, it argued, "The Black Republicans in Congress are at open war with Government, and, like their allies, the Garrisonian Abolitionists, equally at war with religion, female virtue, private property, and distinction of race." As enemies of good society, abolitionists deserved to be "silenced." Not to be outdone, the common in the folk tradition of black slaves, slave narratives, and abolitionist tracts and newspapers, for the whole country to witness. Most masters and overseers tended to describe carefully the number of lashes they administered to slaves as had Brooks. However, the lasting impression created by whippings in the slave's mind was usually the frenzied application of physical punishment. The image of being beaten until blood flowed freely or until one was rendered unconscious was a common motif of most slaves' and ex-slaves' memories of whippings. As Carolinian Jacob Stroyer described a fellow slave who was whipped in a particularly cruel manner by his master, "the blood flowed from his body like water thrown upon him in cupfuls." Although physical chastisement marked a breakdown in the master-slave relationship and was geared to check any form of slave resistance, whippings as one historian has reminded us were also "a conscious device to impress upon slaves that they were slaves; it was a crucial form of social control." Physical coercion, for even those slaves who had not been whipped themselves, was an ubiquitous hallmark of slavery and the fear of being whipped was universal in the slave community. When disability and infection prevented Sumner from resuming his seat in the Senate, the southern press charged him with "playing possum," a phrase used for slaves who feigned illness and malingered to slow down and disrupt plantation work routines. The to beat and brutalize the white man?" For his part, Sumner was uncomfortable with the comparison. He wrote that "the suffering" he had "undergone" was "not small" but "How small is it compared with that tale of woe which is perpetually coming to us from the house of bondage!" As one abolitionist also pointed out, "I would not love him [Sumner] the less; but I think we would all do well to love Brooks's slaves a little more ...
and not forget altogether the millions of victims, who, unlike Mr. Sumner, are not loaded with sympathy and honors."25 Speculation on how the slaves themselves had reacted to the event was rife. In the aftermath of the caning, South Carolinian slaveholders were eager to represent the feelings of their slaves. According to one report, the slaves of Columbia, the capital of the state, had taken out a "handsome subscription" to present a "token of their regard" to Brooks for he had protected "their rights and enjoyments as the happiest laborers on theface of the globe." The authenticity of this report is certainly suspect. One Charlestonian, who clearly approved of the caning, went so far as to send a letter to Sumner under the pseudonym "Cuffy." The letter, which sought to satirize the slaves' dialect and supposed regard for Sumner, was clearly written by a person who approved of Brooks's actions. On his sudden death in 1857, the South Carolina press described the "affecting scenes" in which his slaves, including his nurse, came to pay their last respects to Brooks. Slaves themselves have narrated the latter ritual somewhat differently. For example, Stroyer describing the death of his master and of the slaves who went to express their condolences wrote almost as an afterthought: "Of course most of them were glad he was dead." And as historians have reminded us, slaves' grief at the death of a master was probably more due to the dread of being sold away from loved ones. Many years later, Joseph Rainey, one of the first African-American representatives from South Carolina during Reconstruction, claimed that "the unexpressed sympathy that was felt for him [Sumner] among the slaves of the South, when they heard of this unwarranted attack, was only known to those whose situations at the time made them confidantes." Interestingly, one of Sumner's first biographers was Archibald Grimk6, the son of a South Carolina slave and advocate of black rights after the Civil War.26
Although commentators used their views of slavery and slaves to describe the caning, a gendered reading of the event was also evident. Historians like John Hope Franklin have long reminded us that extralegal violence and militant notions of manliness were some of the defining characteristics of southern slave society. Premoder notions of male honor encompassed a common resort to physical force. Southern defenders of Brooks praised his "manly spirit" and "manliness." On the other hand, they castigated Sumner for his "unmanly submission," his failure to defend his "virility" and for acting like a woman. The Charleston Mercury argued that Sumner's name would become a "perfect synonym for cowardice and baseness." According to the Richmond Enquirer, "wretches" like Sumner, "runaway negroes and masculine women" comprised the abolitionist movement. Southern proslavery writers had long lampooned abolitionists as hoydenish, "unsexed" women, uppity "negroes" and effeminate, intellectual white men given to "sickly sentimentality"-all traitors to their supposedly natural racial and gender traits. Sumner's alleged failure to defend himself conformed to this caricature and made his behavior also seem slavish.27
But according to emerging northern bourgeois notions of masculinity, true manliness lay in self-control and obedience to laws rather than a resort to force. Far from showing male bravery, by attacking a defenseless man "Bully Brooks" had behaved like a coward. His action was indefensible, "barbaric," "foul," and "unmanly." Brooks was no better than a "ruffian," "a dastard of dastards," or "assassin." Northerners viewed Sumner as the restrained, manly intellectual and Brooks as an uncontrolled brute, who violated rather than upheld true notions of manhood. Reverend Henry Ward Beecher thus immortalized the encounter between Sumner and Brooks:
"The Symbol of the North is the Pen: The Symbol of the South is the Bludgeon." In contrast to the proslavery claim that slavery gave the master the leisure to cultivate his mind, one "A. B." wrote in his satirical ode to Brooks, "Arguments are for the slave: Ours the bludgeon and the knife!" Paradoxically, Brooks's image in the North resembled slavery apologist Daniel R. Hundley's picture of the "southern bully," who feels "able and prepared... to flog the entire North" and desires to "cane" and "cowskin" abolitionists. Although a majority of northerners felt that Brooks had only shown the brutal nature of the South's much vaunted slaveholding chivalry rather than displayed the characteristics of Hundley's drunken lout.28
For some, Brooks's assault was not only emblematic of slavery and slaveholders, it also revealed the threat slavery posed to democracy and republican government. For those who had lived with racist complacency amidst the anomaly of slavery in a republic based on the ideal of human equality, the public caning of a white man, a United States senator no less, by a slaveholder was an eye-opener. The enactment of a plantation ritual in the highest halls of Congress shocked the northern public into a realization of the implications of slavery for white man's democracy and of the notion that the enslavement of some threatened the freedom of all. The early controversies over the abolitionist movement, mob attacks on abolitionists in the North, the gag rule in Congress for antislavery petitions, interference with the mail to stop the flow of abolitionist literature, and the restriction on the freedom of speech and press on the subject of slavery throughout the South had already proved to many that the existence of slavery imperiled civil liberties and the principles of republicanism.29
The attack on Sumner seemed to reveal the incompatibility between slavery and republicanism in a far more dramatic and direct fashion.
Massachusetts issued resolutions charging that the caning of its senator was actually a blow against representative government. The state of Rhode Island also passed resolutions demanding Congressional action to vindicate the freedom of speech. The relatively conservative New York Times voiced the northern reaction well: "The great body of people, without distinction of party, feel that their rights have been assailed in a vital point,-that the blow struck at SUMNER takes effect upon the Freedom of Speech in that spot where, without freedom of speech, there can be no freedom of any kind,-and that the liberties of the Republic may well be regarded as in peril when such an act can be perpetrated with impunity." Brooks's assault, the editorial further argued, showed that the "BRUTE FORCE" of slavery (New York, 1860) The lightning of thy lips has smote
The fetters of the slave.
Thy words were not soft echoes, Thy tones no siren song; They fell as battle-axes Upon our giant wrong.
The black citizens of Worcester presented a testimonial to Sumner "for his unsurpassed defense of the rights of humanity." On behalf of the "colored young men" of Boston, Morris applauded his denunciation of that "fallacy,"
the "inferiority of the colored race." Later that year, Sumner protested the refusal of the Senate to hear "a petition of citizens of Massachusetts, of African descent," foreshadowing his later career as a champion of black rights. With the coming of the Civil War, Douglass wrote to him, "You have lived to strike down in Washington the power that lifted the bludgeon against your own free voice.... The slaveholder and the slave look to you as the best embodiment of the Anti-Slavery idea now in the councils of the nation." During Reconstruction, Sumner, along with other abolitionists and Radical Republicans, would become an insistent spokesman for AfricanAmerican suffrage and civil rights.34
Coming of the Civil War, 349. 34 David Donald, Charles Sumner and the Rights of Man (New York, 1970); Sumner, Works of Charles Sumner, Upon Sumner's death in 1874, African-American leaders again gave voice to the special relationship they had forged with the late senator from Massachusetts, now cemented by his unflagging devotion to the cause of black rights in the post-Civil War years. Reverend Henry Highland Garnet, veteran black abolitionist, noted that "there was one class of American citizens who had written his name in the living monuments of their hearts ... that class for whose welfare he labored, suffered, and died." In Boston, led by Douglass, approximately two thousand "colored citizens"
representing the city's black community marched in the funeral procession and presented a large heart shaped bouquet with the inscription, "Charles Sumner, you gave us your life, we give you our [hearts] ." J. B. Smith, a black state legislator from Massachusetts and a long-time Sumner confidante, noted that Sumner had fought for black rights with only "simple justice" and "the prayers of the poor" to back him. Professor Theodore Greener one of the first black faculty members in South Carolina College, recalled Sumner's long struggle against slavery and the "snobocracy" of racial caste. Rainey noted in his speech in Congress, "The cause of my race was always foremost in his mind. ... He was a friend who in many instances stuck closer than a brother." At a memorial service of over four thousand people in the African Methodist Episcopal Church in Savannah, Georgia, presided over by Bishop Henry McNeal Turner, resolutions commemorated "the champion of our race" and expressed sadness at "the loss of so great and dear a friend, whose place it will be hard to fill, but his name shall live forever and remain sanctified in our memories." Turner in his speech not only recalled the battles against slavery and racism fought by Sumner starting with his work against school segregation in Massachusetts, but also emotionally recounted how Sumner would lock arms with him and walk "through the streets and buildings as unconcernedly as if he had been in company with his senatorial colleagues, he thought no more of asking a black man to dine at his table, than he did the whitest man on earth." Nearly eighteen years after a representative from South Carolina assaulted him, another representative from that state, Robert Elliot, delivered a brilliant eulogy on the dead senator: "I do not seek to appropriate him to my race; but I do feel to-day that my race might almost bid the race to which by blood he belonged, to stand aside while we to whose welfare his life was so completely given, advance to do grateful honor to him... for the measure of unselfish devotion, which he gave to us." In later years, when Sumner was demonized as a radical fanatic in mainstream American historiography, his historical reputation lay safe in the hands of African-American writers and historians. As Douglass had written to him, "During twenty years you have been to us the leading statesman of the Republic. ... Your devotion to our cause, has been the main cause of the nation's coldness toward you. The nation will cease to hate us, as it learns to love you. "35 If the caning helped create a special relationship between Sumner and black Americans, it transformed Brooks into a fire-eating secessionist. Brooks emerged relatively unscathed from the assault. A federal court in Washington fined him three hundred dollars but his many new admirers in the South paid the fine. The House Committee investigating the caning recommended the expulsion of Brooks and the censuring of Keitt, who had assisted Brooks, and Representative Henry A. Edmundson of Virginia, who by his own admission had prior knowledge of the attack. The two southern members of the committee issued a lengthy dissenting minority report using arcane historical and constitutional precedents to challenge the clause on legislative privilege. In the end, a majority in the House, though not the required two thirds, voted for Brooks's expulsion. Keitt was censured and the resolution for censuring Edmundson failed. The voting was sectional with an overwhelming majority of southern representatives voting against other sectional conflicts over slavery, it presented Americans and abolitionists to intervene in nation voices heard and matter. The caning gives us a political cultures of slavery and antislavery and d on slavery and race in the 1850s. The broad-b discussion of the event also revealed the ideologi conflict over slavery and the antebellum contestat freedom, democracy, and citizenship. The assault reduced to a matter of personal vituperation or po from the pressing issues of the day. Rather, the d and democracy that it gave rise to reveals a time w rule politics. The story of black slavery and freedom the reconstruction of American democracy. In t only rely on the efforts of its disfranchised and t redefine its values of democratic republicanism, w of slavery threatened to eclipse.
